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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 
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Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Dear Sir: 

Applicants hereby request review of the final rejections in the above-identified 
application. Review is requested for the reasons stated in the accompanying Remarks 
Section. 

This Request is being filed with a Notice of Appeal. 
No amendments are being filed with this Request. 



REMARKS 

Claims 1-3, 5, 7-10 and 14-15 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by PCT Patent Publication No. WO 01/37163 Al to Abboud et al. ("Abboud"). 
Claims 4, 6, 11-13 and 16- 41 all stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over either Abboud alone or Abboud in view of one or more of PCT Patent 
Publication No. WO 02/099479 A2 to Minami ("Minami") and U.S. Patent Publication Nos. 
2006/0177109 to Storch ("Storch"), 2003/0031321 to Mages ("Mages") and 2003/0046555 to 
Bradley et al. ("Bradley"). Applicants note that all final rejections are identical to those from 
the previous Office Action, and as such incorporate by reference all Remarks made in 
Applicants' prior Response of April 3, 2007. In particular, Applicants respectfully submit 
that the pending rejections are improper for at least the following reasons: 
L Inadequate Basis for Rejections of Claims 23-32 

At page 5, the Final Office Action summarily states, "Claims . . . 23-32 . . . are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Abboud ... in view of Minami." 
No further details or explanation is given for the rejections of claims 23-32. Applicants 
raised this issue in the Response of April 3, 2007, and this issue was not addressed in the 
Final Office Action. Applicants respectfully submit that the final rejections of claims 23-32 
are deficient on their face, and that these final rejections fail for at least this reason. 
II. No "Game of Chance" Accounted for in Prior Art 

Each of independent claims 23, 42 and 49 recite the providing or presenting of a 
"game of chance" on a gaming machine. In particular, claim 23 recites "wherein the master 
gaming controller is configured to present a game of chance," claim 42 recites the process 
step "presenting a game of chance," and claim 49 recites, "A method of providing a game of 
chance on a gaming machine." None of the final rejections of any of these claims deals with 
these material claim limitations regarding providing or presenting a "game of chance" on a 



Attorney Docket: IGT1P089 



Page 2 of 5 



Application No.: 10/649,352 



gaming machine. Applicants raised this issue in the Response of April 3, and this issue was 
not addressed in the Final Office Action. Applicants respectfully submit that the final 
rejections of claims 23, 42 and 49 and all dependent claims fail for at least this reason. 
III. No "Monolithic Tabletop" Taught in Prior Art 

Independent claim 8 recites, "a monolithic tabletop provided ... in a manner covering 
[input/output devices] whereby player interaction with [the I/O devices] is via the monolithic 
tabletop, thereby isolating [the I/O devices] from environmental contamination." Claims 7, 
9-15, 20, and 24-27 similarly recite a "monolithic tabletop," while claim 49 recites a 
"monolithic sheet." Applicants respectfully submit that the term "monolithic" has not been 
considered in the pending final rejections, and that this term has been used for its general 
common meaning. For example, Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, G&C Merriam Co., 
1977, recites, "monolithic: . . . 2a: cast as a single piece . . . b: formed or composed of 
material without joints or seams . . . c: consisting of or constituting a single unit." Despite the 
alleged support for such an item as referenced by the Final Office Action at page 4:12-15 of 
Abboud, Abboud simply does not disclose or suggest such a monolithic tabletop or sheet. 

Rather, Abboud discloses a tabletop 1 having a display 9, various input devices 11 
and various output devices 13. The passage at page 4, lines 12-15 of Abboud simply states, 
"the tabletop includes a watertight, flat surface disposed above the tabletop for enclosing the 
display within the tabletop." No mention or suggestion is made that such a "watertight, flat 
surface" covers or encloses anything more than the display. Although Abboud indicates that 
its various input and output devices may individually include "a water-proof, water-resistant 
or water-tight enclosure" (e.g., Abboud at page 8, lines 2-16), each of these items is separate, 
and there is no teaching or suggestion in Abboud that a single monolithic tabletop covering 
such devices collectively is provided. 
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In response to Applicants' assertion that Abboud does not disclose such a monolithic 
tabletop, the Final Office Action states, "As can be clearly seen in the figures [of Abboud], 
particularly FIG 1 , the tabletop does indeed provide a covering type arrangement that covers 
the display, touch screen and wireless credit device." Applicants respectfully disagree that 
the figures or any other part of Abboud teach or suggest a monolithic tabletop. While the 
various items of the table in Abboud may indeed be covered, no figure or portion of Abboud 
teaches or suggests that a single unit (e.g., monolithic tabletop) covers all such items 
collectively. The Final Office Action does not allege any further support in any other recited 
prior art reference for this deficiency of Abboud. Because Abboud does not teach or suggest 
a monolithic tabletop or sheet, Applicants respectfully submit that the final rejections of 
claims 7, 9-15, 20, 24-27 and 49 fail for at least this reason. 
IV. No Wager Based "Gaming Machine" Taught by Abboud 

All pending claims recite inter alia, "a gaming machine." Applicants respectfully 
submit that Abboud does not teach a gaming machine. As understood by those skilled in the 
art, a "gaming machine" is a wager based device adapted to administer and present games of 
chance based upon wagers, whereupon monetary payouts may be provided to players based 
upon various game outcomes. The devices of Abboud appear to be little more than ordinary 
computers, and Abboud neither discloses nor suggests that any of its computers are adapted 
to administer and present a wager based game. 

In response to Applicants' assertion that Abboud does not teach such a wager based 
gaming machine, the Final Office Action states, "Abboud specifically mentions that one type 
of service that the device may provide are games (Abboud page 8:27 - 9:4). Thus the device 
of Abboud can operate as a gaming machine, specifically a machine that allows the user to 
play video games." Applicants respectfully submit that this statement shows a fundamental 
disconnect between the general term "games" and the actual "wager based game" that is 
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required within the context of the "gaming machine" that is presently described and claimed. 
Nothing in Abboud references a wager based game, and those of skill in the art in the gaming 
industry understand that there is a significant difference between a general "video game" and 
the "wager based game" to which the present claims are directed. Applicants respectfully 
submit that the final rejections of all claims fail for at least this reason that Abboud does not 
teach or suggest a gaming machine adapted for the play of wager based games. 
V. No "Master Gaming Controller" Taught by Abboud 

Independent claims 1, 23, 42 and various dependent claims all recite, "a master 
gaming controller." As in the case of the term "gaming machine" above, those of skill in the 
art in the gaming industry would understand the term "master gaming controller" to refer to a 
specialized master control processor for use with a wager based gaming machine. Because 
Abboud does not teach or suggest that its devices are adapted to administer and present wager 
based games, Abboud does not include such a master gaming controller. Applicants thus 
respectfully submit that the final rejections of claims 1, 23, 42, all claims that are dependent 
therefrom, and all other claims that require a "master gaming controller" fail for at least this 
reason that Abboud does not teach or suggest a "master gaming controller" for a wager based 
gaming machine. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the final rejections of all 
pending claims should be withdrawn. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
BEYER WEAVER LLP 

/jus tin white/ 

Justin A. White, Esq. 

Reg. No. 48,883 

P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
(408) 255-8001 
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